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Comments on the proposed conservation of Fryeria Gray, 1853 and F. rueppelii Bergh,

1869 (MoUusca, Gastropoda)

(Case 2682; see BZN46: 161-164)

(1) L.B. Holthuis

Nationaal Natuurhistorisch Museum, 2300 RA Leiden, The Netherlands

Gray (1853) did not use pustulosa as a new scientific name when establishing Fryeria

(cf. BZN 46: 162, para. 4), but just referred it to Riippell. There is therefore no new
species Fryeria pustulosa Gray, 1853; Article 49 of the Code applies in this case, and

Bergh's (1869) proposal of the new name riippelii for Phyllidia pustulosa sensu Riippell

non Cuvier is entirely in order. The Commission cannot suppress the non-existing

name Fryeria pustulosa Gray, 1853, but it can designate F. rueppelii Bergh, 1 869 as type

species of Fryeria.

(2) Robert Burn

3 Nantes Street, Newtown, Geelong, Victoria, Australia 3220

While agreeing wholeheartedly with the proposed conservation of Fryeria Gray,

1853, the following comment is necessary regarding the name of the type species.

Brunckhorst et al. are correct in stating that the type species is, by deliberate use of

misidentification (Article Hi), Fryeria pustulosa Gray, 1853. They are incorrect how-

ever to claim that this name is an unused senior synonym of Fryeria riippelii Bergh,

1869, a taxon of somewhat dubious nomenclatural validity and unstable subsequent

spelling. Usages of F. pustulosa Gray, 1853 include:

1. Martens' (1870, p. 56) summary of Bergh's monograph: 'Fryeria riippellii =
Phyllidia pustulosa of Riippell, but not of Cuvier = Fr. pustulosa (Gray), Red Sea'.

Martens indicated the authors of vahd names by bracket enclosure.

2. Risbec (1929, pp. 45-49, figs. 1-9) identified and figured a specimen from

Madagascar as 'Fryeria pustulosa Gray. Synonymes: Phyllidia pustulosa Ruppell.

Fryeria Ruppellii Bergh'. It is also worth noting that Vayssiere (1912, p. 87) described

two specimens from the Gulf of Aden which he identified as 'Fryeria pustulosa,

Ruppell, 1828. Syn.: Fryeria ruppelli Bergh', a nearly but not quite correct nomencla-

tural solution of the species name. Fischer (1883, p. 530) and Tryon (1883, p. 392) both

listed the species as 'Fryeria pustulosa, Ruppell' without further synonymy.

3. Risbec (1953, pp. 13-15, fig. 1) identified and figured a specimen from New
Caledonia as 'Fryeria pustulosa Gray, 1853. (Syn.: Fryeria ruppelli Bergh)'.

In view of the nomenclatural confusion attending the species name riippelii Bergh,

1869, my opinion is that (1) priority should apply, and (ii) use of pustulosa Gray,

1853 in the binomen Fryeria pustulosa will not cause any instability in opisthobranch

gastropod literature, despite there being another species in the phyllidhdae with

the same specific name, i.e. Phyllidia pustulosa Cuvier, 1804. It is therefore advo-

cated that the application be amended to have Fryeria pustulosa Gray, 1853 con-

firmed as the type species, by monotypy, of Fryeria Gray, 1853, to have both Fryeria

Gray, 1853 and F. pustulosa Gray, 1853 placed on the respective Official Lists, and

to have riippelii Bergh, 1869 and any subsequent incorrect spellings placed on the

Official Index.
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In response to the above comments of Holthuis and Burn we would like to summar-

ise our case briefly. In this summary all spellings of Bergh's name have been corrected to

^rueppelif to avoid confusion (see para. 9 of our application).

Our case involves two distinct species of phyllidiidae. One species was named
Phyllidia pustidosa by Cuvier (1804). The second species was misidentified as Phyllidia

pustulosa Cuvier by Riippell & Leuckart (1830 or 1831). Gray (1853) considered this

second species to belong to a distinct genus, which he named Fryeria. He mentioned

P. pustulosa Cuvier and was doubtful of the synonymy of this and the 'P. pustulosa

Riippeir on which he based Fryeria. Clearly under Article Hi (Deliberate use of a

misidentification) and the appended Example the name of this second species is Fryeria

pustulosa Gray, 1853, available because it is the type of a new nominal genus.

Bergh ( 1 869) considered that having two related, though not congeneric, species with

the same specific name would lead to continuing confusion. He proposed the new name
Fryeria rueppelii to obviate the confusion. Although this name is unnecessary under the

Code it has been used by most subsequent nudibranch taxonomists. Our submission

asked the Commission to use its plenary powers to legalise this usage, since the recent

proposal by Yonow (1986) of the generic name Reyfria clearly shows that confusion

still surrounds the use of pustulosa for the two related species.

Risbec (1953) was correct in using Fryeria pustulosa Gray for Riippell & Leuckart's

species but it is noteworthy that he later changed his usage to Fryeria rueppelii Bergh

when (Risbec, 1956) reporting both that species and Phyllidia pustulosa Cuvier from

Vietnam.

The Commission Secretariat has a list of 43 works which have dealt with Riippell &
Leuckart's taxonomic species. Very few have used Fryeria pustulosa while the great

majority have employed Bergh's replacement name Fryeria rueppelii (in various spell-

ings), because it removes the confusion of using pustulosa for the two species. Burn,

who now wishes to resurrect the name Fryeria pustulosa, has himself used the name
Fryeria rueppelii Bergh, rather than the correct Fryeria pustulosa Gray, when reporting

that species and P/zy///i//fl/JM.s?M/o5a Cuvier from Australia (Burn, 1975). -


